Purpose -In 2017, the Journal of Knowledge Management (JKM) celebrates its 20th anniversary. This study aims to show an updated analysis of their publications to provide a general overview of the journal, focusing on a bibliometric analysis of its publications between 1997 and 2016.
Introduction
Several researchers already affirmed in the 1960s that knowledge would have a key role in both economic development and enterprise productivity (Drucker, 1968; Polanyi, 1966) . Currently, thousands of studies have been developed around this concept. Knowledge management (KM) is one of the most discussed topics and has become a topic of general interest in several disciplines related to management, such as the management of information resources (Nissen et al., 2000) , human resources (Rastogi, 2000; Wang and Ariguzo, 2004) , entrepreneurship and family business (Centobelli et al., 2017; Scuotto et al., 2017) , innovation (Bai and Yu, 2017) , international business (Kasper et al., 2013) , among others. In addition, KM has captured the attention of professionals who implement its fundamental concepts (Serenko et al., 2011) and of researchers and academics who see the potential of this field to unify various disciplines (Holsapple and Wu, 2008) .
As a result of the growing attention and importance generated by KM at both the academic and business levels during the past several decades, the Journal of Knowledge Management (JKM) was introduced in 1997. The JKM is a journal interested in the publication of academic research and practical information dealing with best practices regarding all aspects related to KM in organizations. Likewise, one of its main objectives is Likewise, Cobo et al. (2011) , notes that bibliometrics usually includes two procedures: performance analysis and science mapping analysis. The first of these procedures aims to evaluate different groups of scientific actors, such as countries, universities and authors, by measuring the productivity and impact of their scientific activity. The science mapping analysis focuses on showing the structural and dynamic patterns of scientific research (Bö rner et al., 2003) . According to Barabá si et al (2002) , the structural indicators allow to observe the formation and evolution of the relations between the diverse actors of a determined scientific body. In summary, bibliometrics has the ability to establish a complete profile of a specific field of study or journal.
In this study, we show an overview of JKM trends, through a bibliometric analysis that includes performance analysis and science mapping. In the performance analysis, included indicators that measure both scientific productivity and the influence of a field of knowledge are included (Garfield, 1955) . Note that this is consistent with that described by Durieux and Gevenois (2010) . Specifically, we used the number of publications, the number of citations and some thresholds of citations, among other related indicators (Merig o, 2015a (Merig o, , 2015b . In addition, we use the h-index that combines into a single indicator of the number of publications and the number of citations [1] . This indicator has become popular among researchers given its ease of calculation and interpretation (Thelwall, 2008) . In this sense, Vanclay (2007) points out that the h-index is a robust indicator that is insensitive to a set of poorly cited papers, and therefore represents quite well the performance of a scientific field. In this manner, for an analysis unit that has an h-index equal to N, it means that it has N documents cited at least N times (Hirsch, 2005) . For example, if an author has an h-index of 20, then the author has 20 documents that received at least 20 citations. In summary, keep in mind that the indicators described are popular among researchers.
This work also presents a science mapping analysis of the JKM bibliographic material. This type of analysis is conducted by using various types of software. Among them we can mention, for example, CitNetExplorer (van Eck and Waltman, 2014) , SciMAT (Cobo et al., 2012) , Bibexcel (Persson et al., 2009) , CiteSpace (Chen, 2006) or VOSviewer (van Eck and Waltman, 2010) . In this study, VOSviewer software was used. This software combines visualization techniques and clustering, which enables the completion of different analyses: bibliographic coupling (Kessler, 1963) , co-citation (Small, 1973) and co-occurrence of key words. Bibliographic coupling occurs when two documents cite the same third article; co-citation measures the most cited documents by taking into account when two documents receive a citation of the same third work, whereas co-occurrence of keywords or a co-occurrence network refers to the group of keywords that co-occur in at least two different articles over a period of time with the aim of analyzing the most used keywords in the documents (Li et al., 2017) . In addition, in some studies, co-citation and co-occurrence analysis are used in a longitudinal framework to analyze and follow the evolution of a field of research over consecutive periods of time (Garfield, 1994) . Finally, it is important to point that there are other types of analyses, such as the analysis of co-words, which maps the force of association between the elements of information in the textual data, which can be thematic, semantic, conceptual or cognitive (Callon et al., 1983) .
Bibliographic data may be obtained from various databases, including SciELO, Google Scholar, Scopus or Web of Science (WoS), since they have the capacity to compile largescale data and produce statistics based on bibliometric indicators (Archambault et al., 2009) . Recently, Scopus has become a good alternative to WoS (Vieira and Gomes, 2009) , as it has been designed for bibliographic searches and analysis of citations (Meho and Yang, 2007) , enabling it to perform the same search tasks as WoS. In fact, Scopus contains over 69 million records, including approximately 22,000 journals, of which almost 3,500 are freely accessible, as well as over 560 book series, 280 business journals, over 150,000 books and nearly 8 million conference papers pertaining to 100,000 worldwide events (Scopus, 2017) . In addition, some researchers have noted that the strength of this database is related to its extensive coverage regarding social sciences research (Mongeon and Paul-Hus, 2016) . Although these reasons seem to be sufficient to work with only Scopus references, the process of searching JKM records was performed using both WoS and Scopus databases. However, we realized that WoS only contains JKM records since the year 2011, while Scopus, in contrast, contained bibliographic records since the journal's creation in 1997. Therefore, the data used in this study were mainly obtained from the Scopus database.
Once we defined the database, it was considered Journal of Knowledge Management as the only keyword, to obtain the bibliographic records of JKM. Additionally, a publication period between 1997 and 2016 and only articles, reviews, notes and letters were included to focus on scientific contributions (Merig o et al., 2016) . As a result of this process, the search query yielded a sample of 1068 documents.
Results

Performance analysis
3.1.1 Publication and citation structure of Journal of Knowledge Management. The JKM celebrates 20 years of publishing documents related to all aspects of KM in organizations. The journal was launched in 1997 and presented four issues in its first volume. In subsequent years, the number of issues per volume was variable. However, since 2004, the JKM has been publishing six issues per volume annually. Throughout its existence, the JKM has followed the methodology of peer-reviewed evaluation for its research output. These editorial policies have allowed it to position itself as the leading journal in the field of knowledge management, also increasing the number of publications (see Figure 1 ).
In addition, Table I shows the JKM's progress in relation to the annual and cumulative productivity of the papers and published issues. Additionally, this table makes a comparison of productivity between the two decades of its existence. It is observed that during the first decade (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) , 415 documents were published, while in the second decade (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) (2014) (2015) (2016) , the output was 653 documents. This difference represents an increase of 238 publications (22.4 per cent). It can be observed that the years 2008 and 2009 represent the peak of JKM publications, with more than 70 articles, whereas the year 2016 represents an important moment for the journal, as it exceeded 1,000 publications. In total, 20 volumes and 106 numbers containing 1,068 documents (964 articles, 104 reviews) Figure 1 Number of JKM publications by year have been published in the JKM thus far. Note that Table I indicates the amount of issues with the respective number of papers by each of them.
The JKM has a high number of citations, reaching a total of 23,669 citations (see Table II ). In this sense, the year 2005 is one of the most important for several reasons. First, the JKM Decade 1  1997  Vol 1  9  8  8  8  33  33  4  4  1998  Vol 2  9  9  18  51  2  6  1999  Vol 3  8  6  5  7  26  77  4  10  2000  Vol 4  7  8  8  9  32  109  4  14  2001  Vol 5  10  7  7  9  33  142  4  18  2002  Vol 6  8  8  8  7  9  4 0  1 8 2  5  2 3  2003  Vol 7  9  10  10  11  11  51  233  5  28  2004  Vol 8  10  10  10  8  9  10  57  290  6  34  2005  Vol 9  10  10  10  10  9  10  59  349  6  40  2006  Vol 10  11  9  11  12  14  9  66  415  6 Remember that the h-index seeks to represent in a single indicator both the productivity and influence of a scientific actor in a given scientific field (Alonso et al., 2009 Table III explains in detail the number of authors per document and year published in the JKM. Note that there is a positive trend towards collaboration between researchers who publish in the JKM (see ACR indicator). In the final row, the average number of authors per paper is indicated. Note that 31.6 per cent of the published documents are of individual authorship. It is also observed that the normal trend for this journal is that documents are written by two or three co-authors (33.9 per cent and 23.9 per cent, respectively).
Usually, the number of citations is used to provide an overview of the most influential research. The number of citations represents the popularity and influence of each article in the scientific community . However, it should be mentioned that this analysis may have some biases since the motivations for citing a document are diverse (Krampen et al., 2007) . Table IV shows the 50 most cited JKM publications. Note that in case of a tie in the number of citations, the most recent document appears first. The most cited work of the JKM is the one written by Ardichvili, Page and Wentling (2003) , which was cited more than 600 times. Another important issue is that the three items best positioned in this ranking focus on barriers to sharing knowledge in different organizational contexts. For example, Ardichvili et al. (2003) develop an empirical study focused on personal motivations to participate in a virtual organizational environment. McDermott and O'Dell (2001) empirically study organizational culture as one of the barriers to the exchange of knowledge. Finally, Riege (2005) develops a literature review on the barriers to sharing knowledge, classifying them as individual, organizational and technological. Taking into account the potential of knowledge management to unify diverse areas of knowledge (Holsapple and Wu, 2008) , the remaining articles of this list are developed in the intersection with diverse thematic such as the networks, the TICs, the innovation, among others. Another aspect to highlight in this ranking is that there are six authors who have at least two documents. These six researchers are as follows: Ardichvili, Wentling, Darroch, Wong, Aspinwall and Bhatt. Of these authors, Ardichvili and Wentling are noted for having two documents together within the 20 most cited articles of the JKM. Likewise, Darroch and Bhatt stand out as independent authors possessing two articles among the 50 most cited publications.
It is also important to mention the 50 documents most cited by documents published in the JKM (see Table V ). The list contains 44 articles and six books. Of the first three positions on this list, two correspond to books written by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) and Davenport and Prusak (1998) . The publications of these authors are considered seminal works in the field of KM. In this list, Nonaka has authored or co-authored five documents. This list also reveals the large number of works related to KM's theoretical, conceptual and practical aspects.
Another interesting analysis is to identify who cites the JKM. Table VI reports the fifty journals with the largest number of articles citing JKM publications. Notice that the only requirement is having a paper with at least one citation referring to the JKM, although the journal can be cited several times. This list is also organized by quinquennium.
In this list it is observed that the first researchers to publish in JKM (Q1) Moving forward in this perspective, Table VII presents the number of articles that mention JKM according to the year, author, university and country. Note that, although they are presented in a single table, the data must be analyzed independently according to each analysis unit (year, author, university and country).
From the beginning of JKM (1997) until 2016, 7050 articles have cited JKM. Keep in mind that when a scientific actor cites some article published in JKM, he is citing JKM. In the table, note that more than 50 per cent of the articles that have been cited to JKM have done so in the past four years. This shows the growing influence achieved by JKM. During the period under review, the lead author in citing JKM is Bontis with 41 of his documents. Likewise, a great diversity of universities around the world has quoted JKM. Of these universities, the University of Technology Malaysia stands out for citing 73 JKM documents. Finally, as expected, the USA and the UK are the two countries with the highest number of documents citing JKM publications.
Main authors, institutions and countries.
In this section an analysis of data related to the main authors, institutions and countries that publish in the JKM is presented. Table VIII presents the number of publications of the most productive authors in the JKM and also shows its general productivity in academic journals. To observe the performance of these authors, the h-index of each author is included, along with the total number of publications, the number of citations, among other bibliometric indicators. This table also gives information on the tendency of authors to publish individually (SA). Note in case of a tie in productivity (TP), the number of citations per author is taken into account. Table VIII indicates that the most productive authors in the JKM (TP) are Serenko, with 12 papers, followed by Bontis, with 11 papers. However, it should be noted that Bontis is a productive author in other journals as well and is a highly cited author. The other interesting Another interesting issue is the analysis of the more influential and productive universities and institutions publishing in the JKM. With this objective in mind, Table IX indicates the most productive universities within the journal. This table also presents other indicators such as the year they began publishing in the JKM (YFP), total citations (TC), the h-index and citation thresholds. Additionally, it shows the ranking of the university in the Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU) and in the Quacquarelli and Symonds (QS) university ranking. The results revealed that the most productive universities in the JKM are Cranfield University, with 14 papers and the Technologic Institute of Monterrey, with 13 papers. Note that both universities commenced publishing in the journal from the first year the journal was launched. It is also noteworthy that the Technologic Institute of Monterrey is one of the two Latin American university in this ranking. At the regional level, European universities are the : 1997-2001; Q2: 2002-2006; Q3: 2007-2011; Q4: 2012-2016) most productive in the JKM, followed by those of Oceania, America and Asia. Moreover, among the universities with more citations (TC) are Griffith University, with 846 citations, the Cranfield University, with 406 citations and the University of Lakehead, with 402 citations. Although it depends on many variables, it is likely that these results are obviously obtained by the human capital hired by the universities and the networks they generate. For example, the documents of Andreas Riege, in Griffith U. or Alexander Serenko, in Lakehead U., have Note: Abbreviations available in Table II helped to position their universities as the most influential institutions in JKM. When considering the h-index, Lakehead University and Nanyang University of Technology are the best positioned universities. It should also be noted that the Campania University Luigi Vanvitelly is in 33rd place and is the institution that most recently started to publish in the JKM (2012). Finally, it is observed that only 24 per cent of universities are ranked in the top 300 of the Academic Ranking of World Universities (ARWU). In this same ranking stand, Stanford University and the University of Manchester are within the Top 50. Notes: Abbreviations available in Table IV except To continue characterizing the JKM, Table X shows the most productive and influential countries that normally, through their institutions and researchers, publish in the journal. The indicators that are presented by country are the total number of papers (TP), total number of citations (TC) and the h-index (H) and the productivity of each country during the four quinquenniums of the journal's existence. Finally, Table X displays the quantity of papers and citations per million inhabitants. Note that the listing is organized by each country's productivity, though in the case of a tie in productivity, the number of citations is presented.
According to the results presented in Table X , there is great diversity of countries that publish in the JKM. It should be noted that the scientific productivity of countries can vary depending on economic and/or political factors, among others (Gkypali et al., 2016; Ynalvez and Shrum, 2010) . The USA, for example, is the country with the most investment in Tables I and VIII , except for ARWU = academic ranking of world universities (only the top 500); QS = world university rankings (only the top 800); countries (DNK: Denmark; THA: Thailand)
R&D. Therefore, it is not surprising that it leads the ranking of the most productive countries in JKM, with 229 papers. It is followed by the UK with 163 papers. It should also be noted that these countries occupy the most influential positions with an h-index of 39 and 34, respectively. In addition, these two countries have the largest number of papers in the top 50 most cited articles in the journal. Another interesting fact is that both the USA and the UK Country  TP  TC  H  C/P   Q1  Q2  Q3  Q4  TP  TC  TP  TC  TP  TC  TP  TC  P Tables VI and VIII , except for P/Po and C/Po = papers and cities per million inhabitants have had a high participation rate since the early years of the JKM. However, it is observed that both countries have significantly decreased their productivity in the final period. For example, the USA decreased 47 per cent of its productivity in the past five years (Q4). This is explained by the outstanding productivity of countries such as France, Italy, Malaysia and China, among others. Although it could also be explained by the internationalization of JKM. Finally, note that one of the most productive countries by inhabitant in the JKM is Liechtenstein, although this result is less significant given the population size of this country. Other countries highlighted in this regard are Iceland, Finland and New Zealand.
Science mapping analysis of Journal of Knowledge Management
The previous section presented some performance indicators of the JKM. To continue characterizing the JKM, this section carries out a science mapping analysis with the bibliographic material. This methodology tries to provide a spatial representation of how the different scientific actors of a dynamically changing field of knowledge relate to each other (Small, 1997) . In addition it can be used as a complementary approach to bibliometric performance indicators (Cobo et al., 2012) . Therefore, to obtain a more complete and complementary image of the results previously shown, the graphic mapping of the main scientific actors that publish in JKM are presented in this section.
To achieve this goal, this work uses VOSviewer software (van Eck and Waltman, 2010), which visualizes the bibliographic material through bibliographic coupling (Kessler, 1963 (Kessler, , 1965 , co-occurrence of keywords (Callon et al., 1983) , and the analysis of citations and co-citations (Small, 1973) . Note that the bibliographic coupling analyzes the papers they cite (Cobo et al., 2011) . This occurs when two papers published in a journal cite the same third paper. In the figure, these two papers appear connected but not the third unless they also have a significant degree of bibliographic linkage through other papers. Therefore, for the purposes of this research, the bibliographic coupling will represent the highest productivity in JKM and shows how this research is connected with others (Merig o et al., 2016) . On the other hand, the shared citations or co-citations study the cited papers and occur when two papers receive a citation by a third paper that has been published. The figure shows the two papers that have been cited by the article published in the journal but not the latter article. In the case of this study, the co-citation shows the most cited studies in JKM and their connections. The analysis of citations represents the sum of the citations that one scientific actor grants to another and vice versa. Finally, the generated maps are interpreted by observing the frequency, size and centrality of the analyzed factors.
We start this science mapping by referring to co-citation in the JKM. Remember that the purpose of co-citation is to detect when two documents from two different journals receive a citation of the same document from a third journal. The results in Figure 2 are presented with a threshold of 30 citations and the 100 most representative co-citation connections.
According to Figure 2 , four clusters are visualized that distinguish the relationships of the journals most cited by JKM documents. Each of these clusters have a significant number of nodes. Note that JKM is the most cited magazine and has the largest network. These results are frequent in the analysis of journal co-citations since authors usually cite articles from the same source. Organization Science and Strategic Management Journal are equally well cited. Also note that most of the journals correspond to the management area and, to a lesser extent, to other areas of business, strategy and social sciences, such as information systems, human resources and sociology. This not only shows the interest of the different areas of business management in the KM field but also highlights the breadth of topics related to businesses that are published and cited in JKM.
To complement the analysis of Figure 2 , Table XI presents the fifty most cited journals or books by documents published in the JKM. This table also presents the global position of the journals along with the temporal evolution of these during the two decades of JKM's existence.
Another important issue is the analysis of the co-citation of authors most cited in the JKM. Figure 3 presents the data with a threshold of 50 citations and 100 co-citation connections among authors.
The results included in Figure 3 are similar to those presented in Table V , although this figure focuses on the most cited authors. Additionally, this figure sheds light on the connections network of authors. According to this, Nonaka has the most extensive network. This author is also the most cited in the JKM, followed by Takeuchi, von Krog and Davenport, among others. In the 20 years of JKM, these authors have become the core of the journal's publications. Although it should also be mentioned that several of its documents are considered fundamental in the KM field. Finally, several researchers who have begun to generate research networks are observed in the periphery of the figure. Another interesting topic to analyze and contrast with the results of the bibliometric performance analysis is the bibliographic coupling of the countries that publish in the journal. This will allow for the identification of the most productive countries that tend to use the same literature. Figure 4 shows the results considering a minimum threshold of five papers and the 50 most representative bibliographic link connections.
The results are consistent with what is shown in Table X . The figure shows how each one of the countries connects with others. It is also possible to clearly observe that the USA and the UK form two important nuclei of the journal. Their centrality and closeness indicate that they work on similar topics, which have influenced the development of documents from various countries, such as Australia, Spain, Italy, among others.
Similar to the previous analysis, Figure 5 shows the citations made between countries that have published in the JKM. The network shown in this figure represents the countries that are citing each other. In this sense, citations represent the sum between the citations that country A cites to country B and vice versa. In general, it is observed that the USA, the UK and Australia have an intense network of citations among them. Figure 6 shows co-authorship relations between countries. Note that this figure shows the co-authorship relationships between the countries that publish in JKM. The results show that there is extensive collaboration between the UK and Australia. This finding could be explained by the historical links between Australia and the UK. Although the USA also has an extensive network of co-authorship with several other countries in the world. While it is true that an intense connection between the countries of the same region would be normal, Figure 6 shows in general, a lack of intensity of these relationships between countries, such as European or Latin American.
The following figures analyze the co-occurrence of keywords presented in JKM publications. It is important to remember that keywords are assigned by the authors and that the co-occurrence of keywords shows the frequency with which keywords appear next to others in published documents. Considering a wide perspective, Figure 7 presents the most used keywords and their distinct relationships in the documents published in the JKM. The size of the circles, which represent a keyword, are larger according to the relevance of this word in JKM. The results of Figure 7 are presented with a threshold of five occurrences and the top one hundred most frequent co-occurrences.
It is observed that the JKM uses a great variety of keywords. However, it is clearly observed that the words "Knowledge Management" are at the center of the figure and have the highest co-occurrence index in the JKM. Certainly, this result can be explained by the scientific domain of the journal. In addition, in the perimeter of the Figure there are other keywords that represent the amplitude of the emerging topics that have been published in JKM. It is expected, therefore, that JKM will promote research on these issues to continue explaining the different phenomena that affect the KM field. Figure 8 presents the co-occurrence of keywords during the first decade of the JKM (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) .
From this figure, it is observed that the words "Innovation", "Intellectual Capital" and "Tacit Knowledge" are some of the words most used during the first decade of life of the JKM. As mentioned above, Figure 9 shows the most used keywords and their relationships during the second decade (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) (2014) (2015) (2016) of the JKM.
The figure shows that keywords such as "Knowledge Sharing", "Knowledge Transfer", "Innovation" and "Knowledge Creation", have an intense relationship among them. These keywords are positioned as important topics during the second decade of the existence of the JKM. 
Conclusions
The JKM focuses on the KM field, and in its 20 years of existence, it has managed to position itself as the main journal in this field of research (Serenko and Bontis, 2017) . The objective of this work is to present a bibliometric analysis of all the scientific documents published by the journal during this period of time (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) (2013) (2014) (2015) (2016) . The development of this study responds to a current gap in the journal, which does not have studies that analyze its own literature.
From a general perspective, this study provides an information base of the main theoretical and empirical references published during the 20 years of JKM. But in addition, it provides a methodology that researchers can replicate to obtain updated information from their respective fields of research. This article, therefore, is relevant for researchers of various disciplines, but particularly for those who follow the JKM journal, as well as those who are dedicated to the field of knowledge management.
By using the Scopus database, 1,068 JKM documents were collected and analyzed. The results were obtained from two procedures: first, a performance analysis involving both productivity and influence indicators, second, a science mapping analysis of the different actors that are linked to the JKM. Regarding the performance analysis, this paper presents indicators of productivity and the influence of the main countries, institutions and authors publishing in the JKM. The main indicators used were the number of articles, which represents productivity and the number of citations that represent influence. In addition, the h-index is used, which is a composite index, which seeks a balance between the number of citations and the number of publications.
According to the results, this work shows that the USA and the UK are strongly positioned and leads the publications in the JKM with the highest productivity and influence. Even so, both countries have decreased their publications in JKM in recent years. This is explained by the internationalization of JKM and by the increase in publications from new countries such as France, Italy, Malaysia or China, among others. At the continental level, Europe is widely dominant in the JKM, with 50 per cent of the most productive and influential universities and authors. In this sense, it is important to highlight the weak productivity of developing countries, such as Latin Americans. Therefore, to enrich the body of literature, JKM should devote efforts to promote the research of knowledge management in emerging economic contexts.
In relation to the analysis of the universities, it is observed that Cranfield University is the most productive institution and stands out for publishing in the first issues of the JKM. However, during the past 10 years and according to the number of citations and the h-index, Griffith University has become an influential institution in JKM. (continued) publishing in the journal. It is also worth noting that the JKM's most cited article, entitled "Motivation and barriers to participation in virtual knowledge-sharing communities of practice", was authored by Ardichvili, Page and Wentling. Finally, although this work highlights the authors of the most cited documents and the most productive authors who of JKM, many other authors from different parts of the world have published in the journal. Therefore, this work is also an acknowledgment to all the researchers who have collaborated in these 20 years of JKM.
To conduct the task of the science mapping analysis, this work uses VOSviewer software. This technique is more advanced than data counting techniques since it allows more sophisticated interpretation. This paper shows the publication structure of authors, universities and countries by using co-citation, bibliographic coupling, citation, co-authorship and co-occurrence of keywords. The results are consistent with performance analysis. In general, this analysis confirms that documents from the USA and the UK are followed and cited by authors from countries, such as Australia, Spain, Italy, among other. This has made them the most influential countries in the JKM literature. It is also worth noting that JKM presents a high level of self-citation, although this practice is normal in most journals. Even so, some explanations for this phenomenon are, for example, the influence exerted by some leads researchers who have published in the journal (Riege, Serenko, Bontis, among others) and the leadership exercised by JKM in the KM field. Another issue, not less important, is to highlight the influence in JKM of some authors such as Nonaka, Takeuchi, von Krogh, Davenport, among others. Many of the works of these authors (Davenport and Prusak, 1998; Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Polanyi, 1966) are considered fundamental for the KM field. Finally, the mapping of science ends with a mapping of the most frequent keywords in JKM and the co-occurrence between them. Although a temporary analysis by decade of the most used keywords in JKM is also presented. This analysis shows that the authors of the JKM publish on various topics related mainly to the general concept of "Knowledge Management". However, from a longitudinal science mapping perspective, this study shows that the authors have recently become interested in new topics, such as Knowledge Sharing, Knowledge Transfer, Innovation, Knowledge creation, among several others.
Finally, as in other studies, this paper has some limitations. First, the data are obtained from the Scopus database, whose limitations are transferred to this study. One of these limitations is, for example, the complete counting system in which papers attributed to multiple authors or affiliations tend to be more important in the analysis compared to those papers that appear with a single author. The science mapping made with the VOSviewer is used to neutralize this limitation since it uses a fractional counting system. The similarity and consistency between the results obtained from the analysis of performance and the science mapping allow us to conclude that there is no significant deviation between the two methods of counting. Still, it would be interesting to use other software, such as Histcite, Pajek or SCiMat, which can deliver information complementary to the data delivered by this paper (Zhou et al., 2018) . Third, the breadth of topics and disciplines in JKM has been evidenced. In this sense, some topics may receive more attention than others regardless of their relevance. Fourth, the different analysis about the authors are made based on their signature. However, over the years, some authors can sign their documents in different ways and may produce important biases in this type of analysis. In practice, we suggest that researchers register on digital platforms, such as ORCID (Open Researcher and Contributor ID). This type of platform provides a unique digital identifier that would solve the aforementioned complications. Fifth, the change of institution of the authors or the double affiliation at the time of publication, could also generate difficulty when analyzing the data. In this study, we have been cautious with these limitations. Finally, while the results give a picture of the current situation, the information presented in this study could change over time. In fact, we have presented evidence that confirms the variation of the topics of interest in the journal's 20 years. Remember that some of the younger documents could include new topics or significantly increase your number of appointments over the years. Therefore, for future research, we recommend a periodic update of this study to improve the understanding of new trends in the JKM. 
